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Foreword 


This  repori  is  the  result  of  s  l*yesr  study  iavestigstifig  bow  women  who  sre  irsnsfentd  off 
ships  due  to  pregnancy  are  utiliaed  at  shore  commands.  The  findings  and  iccommendations  are  for 
the  use  of  the  Chief  of  Naval  Personnel  (PERS-OOW). 

The  effort  was  sponsored  by  PERS-OOW  within  the  Program  Element  060S1S2N.  Work  Unit 
060S  1S2N.IUM)97  (Studies  and  Analysis  Program).  The  results  are  expected  to  benefit  the  Navy  by 
providing  information  needed  to  better  utiliae  pregnant  women  at  shm  commands. 

The  author  wishes  to  thank  the  points  of  contact  at  each  command  who  made  arrangements  for 
conducting  interviews  and  surveys,  and  all  personnel  who  i.  jftkipaied  in  the  study.  She  is  indebted 
to  Dr.  Maurice  Sl  Pierre  of  Morgan  Sute  University  who.  u  a  U.S.  Navy^American  Society  for 
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Special  thanks  go  to  Patricia  J.  Thomas  for  the  many  interviews  she  performed  as  well  as  for  her 
helpful  comments  on  this  manuscript 
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Summary 


ProMcm 

V/omcn  who  become  pregnant  while  on  sea  duty  mast  he  Iran  .fened  lo  shoie  commands  hy  ihe 
end  of  the  20th  week  of  pregnancy.  Concern  has  been  expiesse  J  that  ihc.se  pregnant  women  cannot 
be  utilized  appropriately  at  the  shore  commands  to  which  they  are  tran.sferrcd  hccau.se  of 
testhetions  ou  the  tasks  they  can  perform. 

PurfMcc 

The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  determine  how  sh  're  commands  utilize  women  who  ate 
transferred  off  ships  because  of  pregnancy. 

Approach 

Commands  that  often  receive  women  who  are  transferred  off  ships  due  to  pregnancy  were 
tdeniihed;  shore  intermediate  maintenance  activities  (SLVf  As),  naval  sutions,  a  naval  air  station, 
and  a  naval  amphibious  base  were  selected  to  participate  in  the  study.  A  structured  interview  was 
used  to  collect  data  from  supervisnir  of  enlisted  women  who  had  transferred  from  afloat  commands 
to  shore  activities  due  to  pregnancy.  In  addition,  women  who  transferred  olT  ships  due  to 
pregnancy,  and  who  were  pregnant  at  the  time  of  the  study,  completed  a  short  .survey. 

Findinss 

1.  At  every  activity,  some  effort  was  made  to  assign  pregnant  women  to  jobs  appropriate  for 
their  ratings.  Fo;*  women  in  sea-intensive  ratings,  SIMAs  would  must  likely  achieve  this  goal 
because  of  (he  preponderance  of  billets  for  these  ratings.  However,  many  appropriate  tasks  were 
off-limits  to  pregnant  women  because  of  hazards. 

2.  At  the  time  of  the  survey,  about  haif  the  pregnant  women  were  assigned  to  a  work  centei 
that  allowed  them  to  perform  appropriate  tasks  for  their  rating.  Women  in  shore-intensive  ratings 
were  easier  to  assign  to  appropriate  tasks  than  were  those  in  sea-intensive  ratings. 

3.  A  substantial  proportion  of  the  pregnant  women  were  E-3  and  below.  Nonrated  personnel 
were  sometimes  difficult  to  place,  especially  if  they  did  not  have  clerical  skills. 

4.  Most  pregnant  women  were  not  simply  doing  “busy-work”;  supervisors  felt  that  whatever 
the  job  performed,  pregnant  women  were  usef^ul  to  the  work  center. 

5.  After  convalescent  leave,  women  generally  returned  to  the  work  center  to  which  they  had 
been  assigned  while  pregnant.  Most  continued  to  perform  the  same  usks  after  giving  birth  that  they 
hau  performed  before  the  birth. 

6.  Supervisors  estimated  that  about  half  the  women  in  their  work  center  returned  to  sea  duty 
4  months  after  giving  birth.  About  half  the  pregnant  women  surveyed  expected  to  return  to  .sea  duty 
after  their  shore  time  was  up. 
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7.  At  the  work  center  level,  supervisors  seemed  to  appreciate  the  pregnant  women  they 
encouniucd.  Few  women  reported  negative  treatment  from  their  supervisors  or  coworkers. 

t.  Command  "philosophy**  about  pregnant  women  who  had  been  transferred  off  ships  varied. 
Some  commands  welcomed  the  extra  sailors,  especially  commands  that  were  short-handed  due  to 
civilian  hiring  frceacs.  Other  commands  viewed  such  women  as  a  burden. 


1.  Pregnant  women  are  not  disrupting  work  centers,  and  they  probably  contribute  to  the 
missions  of  the  commands  to  which  they  ate  transferred. 

2.  Women  transferred  from  ships  due  to  pregnancy  ate,  in  general,  well  utilized  at  the  shore 
commands  to  which  they  ate  transferred.  Personnel  responsible  for  assigning  these  women  to 
departments  and  divisions  attempt  to  assign  by  rating  whenever  possible. 

3.  Pregnant  women  in  shore-intensive  ratings  are  the  easiest  to  assign  to  appropriate  jobs  and 
can  be  transferred  to  a  variety  of  command  types;  women  in  sea-intensive  ratings  are  best  utilized 
atSIMAs. 

4.  After  convalescent  leave,  most  women  continue  working  in  the  jobs  to  which  they  were 
assigned  while  pregnant. 

Recommendations 

1 .  Women  in  sea-intensive  ratings  should  be  assigned  to  SIMAs.  if  possible. 

2.  Certain  jobs,  particularly  at  SIMAs,  may  not  be  hazardous  to  pregnant  women,  but  cautious 
commands  avoid  placing  pregnant  women  into  these  environments.  Occupational  health  specialists 
should  evaluate  jobs  at  SIMAs  to  decide  which  are  appropriate  for  pregnant  women. 

3.  When  possible,  women  who  have  returned  from  convalescent  leave  whould  be  placed  in 
rating-appropriate  jobs. 
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Introduction 


Recent  cvenu  (c.g..  the  Persian  Gulf  War.  the  PivsiUeniial  Commission  tm  the  Assignment  of 
Wonnen  in  the  Armed  Services)  have  reactivated  debates  about  expanding  u  omen's  roles  m  the 
military.  Critics  often  focus  on  pa*gnaiKy  as  a  rexson  for  nut  further  inca*asing  women's 
participation  in  the  military.  The  perceptions  th^  pregnarwy  is  rampan*.  causes  women  to  lose 
excc.v(ive  lime  from  their  job.  and  impacts  negatively  on  work  groups  appear  to  be  wtdespivad. 
However,  Navy-wide  surveys  indicate  that  the  point-in  time  pregnancy  rate  is  less  than  (M.  D. 
Thomas  A  P.  J.  Thomas.  1993;  P.  J.  Thomas  A  Edwards.  I9K9).  Recent  work  has  suggested  that  in 
most  Navy  settings,  women  do  not  lose  more  time  than  do  men  (P.  J.  Thomxs.  M.  D.  Thomxs.  A 
Rohettson.  1993).  even  when  pregnancy  and  convalescent  leave  arc  considered.  In  addition.  M.  D. 
Thomas.  P.  J.  Thomxs,  and  McClintock  (1991)  found  that,  witliin  Navy  work  centers,  most 
supervisors  and  coworkers  responded  positively  to  pregnant  women. 

Another  concern  is  that  pregnant  sailors  are  ot  limited  use  to  their  work  centers  hevaase  they  arc 
fcsihcted  in  terms  of  the  tasks  they  can  pcrfoim.  For  example,  pregnant  t*omen  must  he  barred  from 
tasks  involving  physical  or  chemical  hazards.  Specific  pregnancy  policies  govern  the  ti’‘atment  of 
pregnant  women  aboard  ship.  A  ship's  commanding  officer  might  decide  that  potential  CAposure  to 
hazards  or  toxins  in  the  work  center  warrants  immediate  transfer  of  a  pregnant  woman  to  a  shore 
command,  creating  an  unanticipated  loss.  If  the  woman  is  nut  transferred  immediately,  she  might  be 
prevented  from  performing  tasks  appropriate  to  her  rating.  Moreover,  ships  lose  such  women  hy  the 
end  of  the  20th  week  of  pregnancy  at  the  latest;  the  shipboard  environment  itself  is  considered  too 
hazardous  for  pregnant  women  beyond  this  point. 

When  the  restriction  on  the  assignment  of  women  to  combatant  ships  is  lii'ied.  the  number  of 
women  at  sea  will  increase.  Presumably,  acoiresponding  increase  in  the  number  of  pregnant  women 
who  are  transferred  from  ships  to  shore  commands  would  occur.  It  is.  therefore,  important  to 
determine  whether  women  who  become  pregnant  while  on  sea  duty  arc  appropriately  utilized  at  the 
shore  commands  to  which  they  transfer.  To  interpret  research  on  how  the.se  women  are  utilized,  an 
understanding  of  the  restrictions  in  the  Navy’s  pregnancy  policy  is  necessary. 

Navy  Pregnancy  Policy 

OPNAVINST  6000. 1  (Depa^ent  of  Navy,  1985)  and  OPNAVINST  6IXX).  1 A  (Department  of 
Navy,  1989)  detail  the  responsibilities  of  the  commanding  officer,  pregnant  servicewoman,  health¬ 
care  provider,  and  occupational  health  specialist  in  the  management  of  pregnancy  in  the  Navy 
workplace.  Because  Navy  pregnancy  policy  must  cover  many  different  types  of  work  centers,  it  is 
vague  about  specific  tasks  that  pregnant  women  can  and  cannot  perform.  The  policy  leaves  much  of 
the  decision  about  job  hazards  to  occupational  health  specialists.  As  (his  paper  focuses  on  women 
who  became  pregnant  while  assigned  to  a  ship,  the  following  discussion  will  consider  the  .sections 
of  OPNAVINST  6(XX).I  A  that  are  relevant  to  sea  duty. 

According  to  both  instructions,  pregnant  women  must  be  reassigned  ashore  by  the  end  of  the 
20th  week  of  pregnancy.  OPNAVINST  6000.1  (Department  of  Navy,  1985)  stated  that  a  pregnant 
woman  cannot  remain  aboard  ship  if  the  ship  is  underway  at  any  time  during  the  pref.nancy. 
OPNAVINST  6000.1 A  amended  this  policy  by  stating  (hat  pregnant  women  can  remain  aboiu-d  ship 
if  evacuation  to  a  medical  facility  capable  of  treating  obstetric  emergencies  can  be  managed  in  less 
than  3  hours.  A  more  recent  directive  (NAVOP  030/90,  29  March  1990)  extended  this  time  u> 
6  hours.  Therefore,  short  ship  evolutions  would  not  require  that  pregnant  women  ^>e  put  ashore. 
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However,  ton|  (kployments  would  nece«iuie  that  all  piegnani  women  he  reassigned  to  shons 
commands. 

While  the  point  in  pregnancy  at  which  women  are  transferred  off  ships  might  differ,  all  women 
who  become  pre^ant  while  on  sea  duty  are  assigned  to  a  shore  stauon  for  part  of  their  pregnancy. 
AAer  giving  birth,  women  have  42  days  convalescent  leave.  Shipboard  assignment  is  dehared  until 
4  months  after  delivery,  at  which  time  the  woman  diould  expert  to  complete  her  sea  tour.  Therefore, 
shore  commands  receiving  pregnant  women  from  ships  a'.ually  have  them  for  a  periiHl  of  8  to 
9  months;  4  to  5  months  daring  their  prcgiuuicy.  6  weeks  of  convalescent  leave,  and  for 
approximately  10  weeks  until  they  are  reassi^  d  to  sea  duty. 

Shorn  Tovfs  of  Pregnant  Women  From^ips 

When  transferred  from  ships,  pregnant  women  typically  are  assigned  to  shore  commands  in  the 
vicinity  of  their  ship's  port  Transfere  within  a  geographic  area  where  ships  are  home  ported  reduce 
the  cost  of  permanent  change  of  sution  (PCS)  moves,  since  another  move  hack  to  sea  duty  normally 
occurs  within  a  year  (Newell  &  P.  J.  Thomas.  1993).  Shore  interroudiate  maintenance  activities 
(SlMAs),  raval  stations  (NAVSTAs).  naval  air  stations  (NASs),  and  naval  amphibious  bases 
(NABs)  often  receive  pregnant  women  from  nearby  ships.  These  are  large  commands  that  can 
absorb  general  detail  (nonrated)  personnel,  and  they  often  receive  sailors  on  limited  duty  status.  In 
addiliou,  SIM.\s  are  industrial>type  commands  that  require  personnel  with  skills  similar  to  those 
utilixed  in  destroyer  lenders,  submarine  tenders,  and  repair  ships.  *  At  SIMAs.  therefore,  women  in 
sea*iniensive  ratings  could  petform  jobs  for  which  they  have  bm  trained.  However,  hazards  in  the 
shop  environment  limit  what  such  women  can  do  while  pregnant 

Pregnant  women  assigned  to  shore  stations  ^nerally  are  “m  excess’*  and  do  not  count  against 
an  activity's  manning  availability.  Thus,  commands  receiving  pregnant  women  are  not  deprived  of 
a  sailor  who  is  fit  tor  full  duty. 

PurpoM 

The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  gather  data  about  how  shore  commands  utilize  women  who 
transfer  off  ships  because  of  pregnancy.  The  study  attempted  to  answer  three  questions:  (1)  What 
factors  are  considered  when  pregnant  women  are  assigned  to  jobs  and  specific  tasks  at  the 
commands  to  which  they  are  transferred?  (2)  Are  women  who  are  transferred  from  ships  due  to 
pregnancy  utilized  appropriately  at  shore  commands?  and  (3)  What  happens  to  these  women  after 
convalesmt  leave  (i.e.,  do  their  tasks  change  once  they  are  no  longer  pregnant)?  In  addition, 
supervisors  and  other  command  personnel  were  asked  to  evaluate  the  usefulness  of  pregnant  women 
transferred  from  ships. 


Approach 


Description  of  Instruments 

A  structured  interview  was  used  to  collect  data  from  supervisors  of  enlisted  women  who 
transferred  from  afloat  commands  to  shore  activities  due  to  pregnancy.  In  addition,  women  who 
iiansfened  off  ships  due  to  pregnancy,  and  were  pregnant  at  the  time  of  the  study,  completed  a  short 
survey. 

*Tlte  ou^ty  of  women  afloat  are  assigned  to  these  large  norcombaiant  ships. 
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Supervisor  Interview 

A.  stnKturcd  interview  was  designed  fur  use  with  supen  isurs  of  pnrgnani  women.  The  interview 
was  developed  and  pilot-te-sled  at  a  Son  Oiegu-shon:  command  that  a'gularly  nxeives  large  numbers 
of  pregnant  women  transferred  off  ships.  Must  of  the  interview  consisted  ol  questions  about  the 
pcrfomiance  oi  cunenily  pregnant  women  in  die  work  center.  Of  greatest  intea’.st  wa.s  whetlier  each 
woman  was  (I)  working  in  the  appropriate  department/division  fur  someone  of  her  rating, 
(2)  performing  appitipriate  ta:Ju  for  her  rating,  and  (3)  performing  a  job  that  someone  else  would 
have  to  do  if  she  were  not  the<e.  Supervisors  also  rated  each  pnrgnant  woman's  performance  and 
attitude.  In  aikJilion.  the  interview  addressed  supervisor  demogranhics  (c.g.,  pay  grade/rank,  time  in 
Navy,  number  of  people  supervised),  job  hazards  in  the  work  center,  the  amount  of  time  women  lost 
from  the  job  due  to  pregnancy  and  child  related  reasons,  and  perceptions  regarding  whether  women 
who  had  been  transferred  off  ships  due  to  pregnancy  returned  to  sea  duty  after  their  4-month 
defermenL  Appendix  A  contains  a  copy  of  the  interview. 

Survey  of  Pregnant  Women  Dransferred  From  Ships  to  Shore  Commands 

This  survey  gathered  information  from  pregnant  women  about  job  duties  while  at  .sea  (before 
and  alter  becoming  pregnant)  and  at  the  shore  command  where  they  were  currently  assigned.  In 
addition,  the  survey  requested  demographic  information  (e.g.,  age.  paygradc,  rating),  supervisor  and 
coworker  reactions  to  the  pregnancy  (on  ship  and  at  the  shore  command),  and  career  plans.  The 
survey  was  revised  after  pilot-testing  with  pregnant  women  at  a  San  Diego  shore  command.  A  copy 
of  the  survey  may  be  found  in  Appendix  B. 

Procedure 

Supervisor  interviews  were  conducted  at  10 '  vge  east  and  west  coast  shore  commands  (hat  oiien 
receive  women  transferred  from  ships  due  to  pregnancy.  Four  commands  were  SlMAs  and  four 
were  NAVSTAs.  Interviews  also  were  conducted  at  one  NAS  and  one  NAB.  At  each  command,  the 
number  of  pregnant  women  at  any  given  time  generally  depended  upon  the  deployment  schedule  of 
the  ships  stationed  nearby.  When  a  ship  leaves  on  a  lengthy  deployment,  all  pregnant  women  are 
transferred  ashoir,  regardless  of  their  stage  of  pregnancy,  because  of  the  requirement  that  medical 
evacuatitm  be  possible  within  6  hours.  In  addition,  despite  the  changes  in  OPNAVINST  6(XX).1A 
that  allow  pregnant  women  to  remain  on  board  for  short  at-sea  evolutions,  many  pregnant  women 
continue  to  be  transferred  automat'cally  when  ships  get  underway. 

Points  of  contact  (POC)  were  assigned  at  each  command.  The  POCs  were  re.sponsible  for 
arranging  interviews  with  all  personnel  who  were  currently  supervising  women  who  had  been 
transferred  from  ships  due  to  pregnancy.  In  addition,  arrangements  were  made  to  survey  these 
women.  No  interviews  or  surveys  were  conducted  for  women  whose  pregnancies  had  occurred 
while  assigned  to  these  shore  commands. 

Interviews  were  conducted  on  site  at  eight  commands  and  by  telephone  for  the  NAS  and  one 
NAVSTA.  At  six  activities,  researchers  administered  surveys  to  groups  of  pregnant  women.  The 
PCX!  administered  the  surveys  at  the  other  four  commands. 

To  determine  how  decisions  about  placing  pregnant  women  in  specific  departments  and 
divisions  are  made,  interviews  were  conducted  at  each  command  with  the  person  primarily 
responsible  for  the  assignment  of  pregnant  personnel.  Each  of  ihc.se  individuals  was  asked  three 
questions:  (1)  Are  women  assigned  by  rating/Navy  Enlisted  Classification?  (2)  How  are  nonrated 
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women  auifned*^  and  (3)  What  Uppens  if  pirgnant  wxMnen  cannot  work  in  (heir  rating  because  of 
buarda?  Anawen  to  these  questions  were  probed  to  pro*'ide  u  much  detail  as  possible.  Finally 
the  interviewers  di.scusaed  the  project  with  die  POCs,  eliciting  their  opinions  on  the  is.sues  covered 
by  the  study.  Several  commanding  otTioeri  and  executive  ofTlcen  nret  with  the  reseaahcrs  to 
provide  their  views. 

Samples 

A  total  of  124  supervisors  were  intcrvic'ved;  they  repotted  on  204  pregnant  women.  Surveys 
were  adminisiered  to  142  pregnart  women.  The  numba'  of  interviews  conducted  and  the  number  of 
pregnant  women  surveyed  at  each  location  ate  presented  in  Table  1.  Since  the  samples  of  pregnant 
women  were  the  focus  of  the  present  investigatioa,  their  demographic  dau  will  be  present^  in  the 
Resulo  and  Diacu.ssion  section. 

Ihbtal 

Number  of  Supervisors  Interviewed  and  IVcgnant  Women  Surveyed  at  Each  Location 

Supervisors  Interviewed  i^egnart  W<imen  Surve^'od 


Command  and  LocaUon 

N 

N 

% 

West  coast 

(61) 

(49) 

(44) 

(31) 

NAVSTA,  San  Diego 

12 

10 

7 

5 

SIMA.  San  Diego 

32 

26 

20 

14 

NAS.  Alameda 

13 

10 

16 

It 

NAVSTA,  Tteasuic  Islard 

4 

3 

1 

1 

East  Coast 

(63) 

(51) 

(98) 

(69) 

NAVSTA.  Norfolk 

19 

IS 

27 

19 

SIMA.  Norfolk 

18 

14 

30 

21 

NAB.  UtUe  Creek 

6 

5 

9 

6 

SIMA.  Little  Creek 

7 

6 

7 

S 

NAVSTA.  Qiarieston 

6 

5 

8 

6 

SIMA.  Charleston 

7 

6 

17 

12 

thas-  NAVSTA  •  NavU  Siuion.  SIMA  •  Shore  ImeniMaaie  Mainleiunce  Acliviiy,  NAS  ■  Navel  Air  Sution.  NAB  •  Naval 
AraphibiauaBaae. 

Eighty  percent  of  the  supervisors  interviewed  were  men;  most  were  male  enlisted  personnel. 
Thirty-nine  percent  of  the  supervisors  were  petty  oflicers  and  53%  were  chief  petty  officers.  The 
rest  of  the  sample  consisted  of  commissioned  officers  and  civilians.  Average  time  of  service  in  the 
Navy  was  16  years,  with  a  mean  of  2  years  spent  at  the  current  command.  These  personnel 
supervistMl  ait  average  of  28  people,  including  about  7  women.  Personnel  were  seWied  for 
interviews  because  they  supervised  pregnant  women;  at  the  time  of  the  interview,  most  of  those 
interviewed  (77%)  had  between  one  and  three  pregnant  women  under  their  supervision.  About  7S% 
of  these  women  had  been  transferred  off  ships  after  they  became  pregnant 
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Data  Analytb 

Uniuof  4naIyM^  were  Irequencies  and  iiereentases.  Statiiiical  ictu  wvrr  n«ii  pcrfurmcd  (“^xause 
the  study  wu  kscnptive  and  did  not  involve  hypothesis  testing. 

Results  and  Discussion 

Demographics  for  the  pregnant  women  in  the  study  cime  from  two  vmaes;  .upc-rvisor 
interviews  and  surveys  of  pregnant  women.  Table  2  presents  dcmognplnc  inlormatiitn  t»r  the 
2(>t  pregnant  women  discussed  in  dcuil  during  supervisor  irtcrvtews,  and  f'W  t.e  142  prognant 
svomen  who  were  surveyed  during  site  visits. 


Tkhltl 


Demographies  of  Pregnant  Women 


Variable 

Pregnant  Wo.ncn 
Oiscussa'  in  Supervisor 
Interviews 

Vuynanl  Women  m 
Suivey  .Sample 
(.V»  142' 

Ptygrade  (%) 

E-l  through  H-3 

42 

SI 

E-4  through  E-6 

SR 

47 

Rating  (%) 

Shore-lfUensive 

19 

to 

Sea-Intensive 

ftO 

ht 

Nunraied 

21 

21 

Mean  age 

22.ft 

^  kan  yean  la  Navy 

12 

Mean  yean  on  ship  before  pregnancy 

1  3 

Mean  weeks  of  pregnancy  when  transferrod 

tb.K 

Meat!  years  left  on  sca  tour 

19 

>\'hile  over  half  the  pregnant  women  discussed  by  their  —• ~*»v;s<)rs  were  petty  oiilccrs.  trims'  of 
the  women  were  E-3s  or  E-4s  (72%).  Most  were  in  sea-intensive  ratings.*  Over  HO'T  vif  ihc  wumcn 
had  been  at  the  shore  command  for  less  than  5  months. 


^la  all  lahks  and  any  ducuvsions  of  rating.  E-l  thmigh  F-3  wnricn  who  -vere  ikMpu'cd  sLitas  weic 
categorized  as  having  a  $liore-iiilen.*>ive  or  sea-inicns.ve  rating,  nthcr  dun  at  not^raied.  11: :  only  women  consulea'd 
noBiated  were  E-l  tliiTiugb  E-3  firemea  and  seamen  who  were  nni  sinking  for  a  {viricuU*  r:mng  at  the  luiv  r  the 
si'idy.  Even  Ibnugh  designated  siriken  would  not  be  ful'y  trained  in  iheu  raongv  ihcy  would  possess  sonw;  skills 
relal^  to  their  ruture  jotM  and  they  would  team  mere  if  placed  in  a  dep.vtm'nt  appropiutc  i » (heir  .-aimg  Ihererore. 
it  was  thought  to  tM!  inifMftani  lodeienni.tf  now  many  of  tlK.se  young  wonicn  were  assiym'it  (o  <k'p.u<ment'.  ihui  .voukt 
aid  their  career  lulh. 
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In  dM  niivey  umple.  moit  than  half  the  women  were  £•  3  and  Mow;  u  a  group,  (hrie  women 
were  lower  in  paygraJe  than  were  the  pregnant  women  diicusaed  by  supervisors.  Over  bi)^  of  the 
women  in  the  survey  sample  were  in  sea-uiicnsive  ratings,  which  is  comparable  to  the  wimien  in  the 
interview  sample. 

Additkinal  demographic  information  waa  obtained  from  the  pregna.nt  women  m  the  survey 
sample.  Sixty-four  pereent  svere  below  the  age  of  23.  .Seventy-seven  percent  were  in  their  first 
enlistment  While  the  women  as  a  group  had  been  as.signed  to  their  ship  fur  a  mean  of  1 .5  years 
before  they  became  pregnant  the  most  junior  sailors  were  distinct  from  other  women  in  years  of  sea 
duty  they  had  complied. ^  On  the  average.  E-2  women  served  leu  than  I  year  (mean  a  .6  years)  on 
a  ship  before  they  became  pregnant  Correspondingly.  E-2  women  had  the  most  lime  left  on  iheu 
sea  tour  (mean  ■  2.6  years.  !n  contrast  the  &6  women  in  the  sample  had  less  than  a  year  remaining 
in  their  sea  tour  (mean  a  0.7  yean). 

Navy  pregnancy  policy  (OPNAVINST  6000. 1  A,  1989)  specincs  that  pregnant  women  must  be 
iransfened  from  ships  by  the  end  of  the  20th  week  of  pregnancy.  In  the  survey  sample.  87'X>  of  the 
women  vrere  transfened  by  the  end  of  the  20th  week,  with  tlie  largest  percentage  (38%)  transferred 
at  20  weeks  of  pregnancy.  Thirteen  pereent  remained  on  their  ship  after  20  weeks;  one  woman 
reported  that  she  transferred  at  the  30th  week  of  pregnancy.  Of  the  women  who  transferred  before 
the  20th  week  of  pregnancy.  68%  were  iran.srcm;d  early  diic  to  ship  deployment. 

Commands  were  grouped  into  three  categories:  SlMAs.  NAVSTAs,  and  NAS/SAB.  Table  3 
preaenu  the  percenuges  of  pregnant  women  in  each  rating  type  (shore-intensive,  sca-intensive. 
nofiraied)  by  command  category  for  the  survey  sample  and  the  supervisor-interview  sample.  Mo.st 
of  die  pregnant  vo  nen  assigned  to  SIMAs  were  in  sea-intensive  ratings.  About  S0%  of  die  women 
transferred  to  NAS/NAB  were  nontated — a  much  larger  percentage  dian  was  assigned  to  die  other 
commands. 


Table  3 


Percentages  of  Pregnant  Women  by  Rating  Type  and  Command  Category 


Rating  lype 

Command  Category 

Shore-lnteiisive 

Sea-Intensive 

Nonrated 

Supervtaor  latcrview  Sample 

SIMA 

19 

75 

6 

NAVSTA 

19 

46 

35 

NAS/NAB 

17 

29 

54 

Survey  Sample 

SIMA 

13 

83 

4 

NAVSTA 

19 

48 

33 

NAS/NAB 

20 

32 

48 

Note.  SIMA  •  Stnc  Imomedule  MaiiHenince  Aciiviiy,  NAVSTA  ■  Naval  SuUon.  NAS/NAB  ■  Naval  Air  Suiinn/Naval 


AmiiliiliioMBaM. 


^Sea  dMy  loun  range  in  kngtb  from  abom  2  yean  to  alw::  i  yean;  lour  length  dcpeikls  upon  rating. 
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AwiiHiMmof  Wowica  WHoWwt  Tremftmd  From  SIiI|M  Out  to  Pircgnaiiqr 

Hie  Initfviewt  and  sutveys  revealed  ihai  pregnant  women  were  assigned  lo  over  81)  difrereni 
depaitmenta,  divisiocs,  and  w^  centen  in  the  commands  studied.  Work  centers  subsequently  wck 
defied  into  tsvo  types:  general  administration/suppoit  and  shops.  In  addition  to  the  typical 
administrative  work  found  in  such  ofnees  as  Personnel.  I  luman  Qoids,  and  C  m'cr  Counseling,  the 
general  adrainistration/support  category  also  includes  work  in  barracks,  ga.icys.  and  recreation 
departments.  Women  in  general  administration/suppoit  might,  for  example,  file,  type,  sign  in 
command  visitors,  answer  telephones,  work  cash  registers,  or  do  light  cleaning.  Shops  include  repair 
departments,  canvas  shop,  magnetic  silencing,  and  port  services.  Even  when  pregnant  women  were 
placed  in  shop  areas  to  work,  hosrever.  most  were  limited  to  performing  administrative  tasks,  at  least 
until  after  th^  return  from  convalescent  leave. 

Table  4  presents  information  about  the  work  areas  to  which  pregnant  women  were  assigned  at 
the  shore  commands  studied.  The  top  half  of  the  table  shows  data  gathered  from  supervisor 
interviews;  the  lower  half  of  the  table  presents  data  reported  in  the  survey  of  pregnant  women.  These 
data  usually  refer  to  the  same  women  but  sometimes  are  unique  (e.g.,  supervisors  discus.sed  women 
who  were  absent  on  the  day  the  surveys  were  administered). 

Tabled 

Asslgiuncnts  of  l*rr<;nanC  Women:  Supervisor  Interviews 
and  Surveys  of  Pregiuuit  Women 


Percentage  of  Women  Assigned  to: 

General  Admln/Sivport 

Shop 

Supervimr  laicrvlews 

Women's  Rating  lype 

Shore-Intensive 

81 

19 

Sea-Intensive 

36 

64 

Nbiaaaed 

79 

21 

Command  lype 

SIMA 

35 

65 

NAVSTA 

79 

21 

NAS/NAB 

78 

22 

Surveys  efPiegnaat  Women 

Women's  Rating  Type 

Shore-Intensive 

91 

9 

Sea-Intensive 

47 

53 

Nonraled 

86 

14 

Conunand  Category 

SIMA 

39 

61 

NAVSTA 

88 

12 

NAS/NAB 

88 

12 

Now.  SIMA  •  Shan  Inlenmiiiie  Mainlenance  Aciivicy,  NAVSTA  •  N*vii  Suiion,  NAS/NAB  •  Naval  Air  Staiion/Naval 


AnvhMoiM  Baat. 
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While  iK  dMe  from  interviews  and  the  surveys  differ  somewhat,  a  pattern  is  clear.  Nonraied 
women  and  women  in  diore-intensive  radngs  wete  usually  channelled  into  adminimotive 
depaiimenta  or  support-type  tasks  and  to  work  centers  that  could  uttliae  their  skills.  In  addition,  over 
hiif  of  the  wonu  n  in  sea-intnisive  ratings  were  in  work  centers  appropriate  for  their  skills  and 
training.  This  laeer  situation  wu  mote  likely  to  occur  in  SlMAs  than  in  NAVSTAs  or  NASfNAB 
even  though  all  these  activkiea  have  some  shop  components.  At  SIMAs,  however,  the  majority 
of  hillets  involve  the  types  of  work  performed  in  the  repair  departments  (^destroyer  and  submarine 
tenders,  shipe  where  most  women  ^oat  are  assisted. 

iMarvlaua  Whh  Personnel  Rcsponaitle  for  Job  Aaslgnmcnts 

At  each  Of  mmand.  the  individual  lesponsible  for  assigning  pregnant  women  to  work  centers 
when  they  anived  from  ships  wu  briefly  interviewed.  The  purpose  of  this  interview  was  to 
determine  to  what  extent  women  were  assigned  to  tasks  that  utilired  their  training.  As  noted  above, 
of  the  three  command  types  studied.  SIMAs  have  more  work  centers  available  that  involve  tasks 
commonly  performed  on  ships.  Therefore,  assignment  at  SIMAs  will  be  discussed  separately  from 
assignmcoi  at  NAVSTAs  and  NAS/NAB. 

SlMAa.  At  SIMAs,  an  attempt  wu  made  to  assign  women  by  rating.  However,  this  assignmem 
wu  made  with  the  understanding  that  most  pregnant  women  would  perform  administrative  duties, 
even  when  assigned  to  a  repair  shop.  A  strong  awateneu  of  the  need  to  keep  pregnam  women  away 
from  haardswu  expressed  by  thore  interviewed,  and  this  concern  guided  the  assignment  decision. 
In  additioo.  trimester  of  pregnancy  and  medical  |m)blems  associated  with  pregnancy  were 
couideied. 

Command  philosophy  about  what  tasks  pregnam  women  could  and  should  perform  also 
appeared  to  tnfluenoe  the  assignment  of  theu  women.  The  four  SIMAs  could  be  arranged  on  a 
continuum  in  terms  of  how  much  pregnant  women  were  allowed  to  do.  At  one  end  of  the  continuum, 
command  personnel  expressed  the  belief  that  a  SIMA  wu  too  dangerous  a  location  in  which  to  place 
pregnam  women.  There  wu  reluctance  even  to  auign  women  to  the  administration  sections  of 
repair  departments  because  of  possible  exposure  to  haurds  u  they  walked  through  the  area.  At  the 
other  end  of  the  continuum,  pregnant  women  who  were  trained  huU  technicians  were  allowed  to  do 
some  grinding  and  welding  in  the  sheet  metal  shop.  Pregnant  women  might  be  cross-trained  if  they 
had  sl^  close  to  ones  that  were  in  demand.  The  two  other  SIMAs  followed  a  middle  course. 
However,  in  each  command,  some  personnel  expressed  confusion  about  the  typu  of  jobs  pregnam 
women  should  be  allowed  to  perform. 

All  E-3  and  below  personnel  (pregnant  or  not)  at  one  SIMA  wete  auigned  to  flrst  lieutenant  for 
9ti  At  that  point,  they  might  be  sent  to  shops  that  would  be  in  their  career  path.  At  the  other 
three  SAfAs,  newly  transferred  nonrated  women  were  put  into  an  administrative  position  if  they 
could  type,  or  they  were  given  a  phone  watch  or  filing. 

NAVSTAs,  NAS/NAB.  Assignments  were  made  by  rating,  if  possible.  Several  people  reported 
that  even  if  a  woman  would  not  be  allowed  to  perform  the  tasks  of  her  rating,  she  would  be  assigned 
to  the  appropriate  department  to  be  around  other  sailors  in  her  rating.  Pregnant  women  in  support 
ratings,  such  u  personnelman  or  yeoman,  were  generally  euy  to  place;  in  addition,  anyone  with 


^Tte  fksl  UeMcnam  division  of  a  ship  or  shore  command  is  responsible  (br  the  maintenance  of  fadlides.  It  is 
conucan  practioe  to  assign  junior  personnel  to  firsl  lieuleoant  division  for  n  period  of  time  when  they  are  oatufened 
10  a  new  oonnaand. 
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clefkal  skills  couM  leadily  be  pot  to  work.  Women  in  aes*intensive  ratings  were  more  difficult  lo 
ssstgn  onihin  dietf  rating  became  there  were  fewer  appropriate  billets.  At  a  naval  station,  an 
engineman  might  be  sent  to  a  small  engine  shop  or  an  electrician’s  mate  could  be  sent  to  port 
operalionsi  However,  care  had  to  be  taken  in  such  jobs  because  of  hazards. 

Usuatty,  the  needs  of  the  command  drove  assignments.  Pregnam  women  would  be  assigned  to 
woik  centers  that  needed  extra  hands.  The  most  difficult  to  assign  were  nondesignued  women 
without  clerical  skills.  However,  even  they  could  answer  phones.  At  some  commands  pregnant 
women  off  ships  supfriemented  a  work  force  made  lean  by  a  shortage  of  civilian  workers. 

Supervisor  Interviews 

Supervisors  were  asked  about  the  percenuge  of  tasks  in  the  work  center  that  could  be  fully 
performed  by  a  pregnant  woman.  Table  5  presenu  these  data. 

Tables 


UtUlzadoa  of  Prcfnant  Women:  Supervisor  Interviews 


Command  lype 

Factors 

SIMA 

NAVSTA 

NAS/NAB 

Peroeai  of  normally  assignodT  tasks  pregnant  woman  can 

AiBy  perform  on  arrival 

73 

86 

76 

taoeai  of  normally  assigned*  tasks  pregnam  woman  can 

AiBy  perfbnn  in  diiiri  (riaiesier 

63 

79 

67 

Ftanxm  win  were  given  infotmadon  about  hazards  for 
pregnam  women 

S3 

54 

SO 

IIbIB-  SMA  ■  Sbara  taUraedWi  Mawawnoe  Activity.  NAVSTA  •  Naval  Staten.  NAS/NAB  >  Naval  Air  Siatei^avU 
Vtaimity  aaiined”  icSn  to  tarites*  of  oonpregnM  penonnei. 


The  percentage  of  normally  assigned  tasks  that  pregnant  women  could  fully  perform  differed 
somewhat  by  trimester  of  pregnancy  and  by  command  type.  Upon  arrival,  supervisors  reported  that 
pregnant  women  could  p^orra  about  78%  of  the  tasks  in  the  work  centers  to  whicb  they  were 
assigned.  According  lo  die  supervisors,  at  this  point  the  women  were,  on  average,  about  16  weeks 
pregnam  By  die  third  trimester,  the  percentage  of  fully  peifotmable  tasks  diop^  to  about  69%. 

Of  the  supervisors  vdio  had  hazards  in  their  work  environment,  over  50%  reported  that  they  had 
obtained  information  about  hazards  for  pregnant  women  in  the  workplace.  While  most  received  this 
information  from  command  sources,  such  as  a  safety  or  medical  officer,  command  training  or 
command  guide  (61%),  a  duid  of  the  supervisors  relied  on  their  own  research  or  on  personal 
experience  when  making  decisions  about  hazards. 

Siuiunary 

At  every  activity,  stmie  effort  was  made  to  assign  pregnant  women  to  jobs  a^n^iiate  for  thdr 
ratings.  Fbr  women  in  sea-intenrive  ratings,  SIMAs  would  most  likely  achieve  this  goal  because  of 
the  preponderance  of  billets  for  these  ratings.  However,  many  appropriate  tasks  were  ofMimits  to 
pregnant  women  because  of  hazards. 


9 


UMImMIm  «f  Wo«m  WiM  Wm  Tramfcrred  Fiwa  Ship*  Due  10  PKfnancy 


SaptrviMr  Xalcrvicwt 

Supeiviion  weie  asked  whether  each  piegnant  woman  wotking  for  them  was  (I)  in  the 
i^iprapiiaie  department;  (2)  performing  appropriate  tasks  for  her  rating;  (3)  performing  a  task  that 
needed  lobe  dtwe  (Le.,  somebody  else  would  have  to  do  the  task  if  she  were  not  there)  and,  if  not, 
whether  she  was  performing  a  u^ul  job.  In  addition,  supervisors  ttponed  whether  each  pregnant 
woman  was  filUag  a  vacant  bUkt  or  was  an  extra  person  in  the  division  or  work  oenier.  Table  6 
presents  this  information  for  the  total  sample  (whi^  includes  nonraied  personnel),  and  then  for 
women  in  diote>tnieasive  and  sea*intensive  ratings. 

Ihbicd 

UtUbmion  of  nrcgnaat  Women  by  Radiif  Granp:  Sivervisor  Interviews 


taeeatage  of  Yea  Responses 

b  the  negmat  Woman: 

‘Ibtai  Sample 

Staote-baenslve 

Rating 

Sea-Itsensive 

Ruliig 

Workitig  In  the  appropriate  department/ 
dMdooT 

54 

72 

SO 

PEtlbtiafag  sppraprlaie  tasks? 

41 

61 

36 

Puftanaiag  a  memsty  Job? 

80 

77 

81 

taftatmlag  a  UKftd  Job? 

81 

73 

77 

Asrigrud  to  a  vacant  biflei? 

37 

41 

33 

Most  women  were  working  in  a  department  or  division  appropriaie  for  someone  of  their  rating. 
However,  women  in  shore-intensive  ratings  were  more  Ukety  thin  women  m  sea-intensive  ratings 
to  be  in  an  appropriate  work  center  and  to  be  performing  appropriate  tasks.  Eighty  percent  of  the 
women  were  engaged  in  tasks  that  were  necessary  to  the  work  center.  Supervisors  generally 
reported  that  even  women  who  were  not  working  in  “necessary*  jobs  (i.e.,  jobs  that  others  would 
otherwise  have  to  nil)  were  still  performing  ta^  that  were  useful  to  the  work  center.  For  example, 
they  could  pot  away  equipment  in  a  NAVSTA  gym.  More  than  one  third  of  the  women  were 
assigned  to  vacnt  billets,  but  most  were  extra  personnd. 

In  Table  7,  the  utiliiwtino  of  pregnant  women  is  consideied  by  command  type.  SlMAs  and 
NAVSTAs  seemed  better  able  to  utilize  the  pregnant  women  diey  recei  ved  from  ships  than  NAS/NAB. 
This  nuy  be  due  to  the  types  of  jobs  that  were  available  at  these  commands,  and  to  the  fact  that  they 
received  fewer  noniated  saikxs  than  did  NAS  and  NAB.  However,  the  women  performed  useful  tadcs 
in  aO  duee  types  of  activities. 

Survey  of  Pregnant  Women 

The  survey  of  pregnant  women  asked  respondents  who  were  rated  to  report  whether  they  were 
working  'n  their  rating  aboard  ship  before  their  pregnancy  and  whether  they  were  woridng  in  their 
rating  at  the  shore  command  to  which  they  had  been  transferred.  Nonrated  women  were  asked  what 
type  of  work  they  performed  aboard  ship  and  their  tasks  at  the  shore  command.  The  results  will  be 
presented  separa'ely  for  E-4  through  E-6  women  and  for  E-1  through  E-3  women. 


Tibte? 


UtfllsaliMof  Prefnanl  Womea  by  Comm— d  Cotefory:  Supcrvbor  Interviews 


taoemage  Of  Yes  Respomes 

hthwfVrga— Wamm: 

SIMA 

NAVSTA 

NAS/NAB 

WorMag  hnbe  menpinr  depntnms/ 
dMdonT 

59 

S3 

39 

IVitsialag  typwpri—  tasks? 

45 

42 

26 

Perfbradag  a  aeoemiy  Job? 

79 

89 

6A 

Ferfinaiaf  a  eaeftd  job? 

81 

lo 

78 

Aaigaedie  a  vacam  billet? 

33 

48 

26 

li— SIMA  ■  Stan  liMni—au  Mainnaano 

■  Activity.  NAVSTA* 

NavO  Sutioa.  NASMAB 

■  Naval  Air  Suliaa/Navat 

deroach  POfCtaitages  of  petty  oflicen  who  worked  in  their  rating  ate  presented  in 
Table  8.  Of  the  62  petty  offkers  in  the  samide,  S3  women  (85%)  were  working  in  their  rating  aboard 
ship.  Among  these  53  women,  just  over  half  continued  to  work  in  their  nuL'ig  at  the  shore  command 
to  which  tb^  trarttfened.  Women  in  shQre*imensive  ratings  were  mudi  more  likely  to  work  in  their 
rating  at  the  shore  command  than  were  women  in  sea*intensive  ratings.  Over  half  the  women  sent 
to  SOdAs  and  NAVSTAs  continued  to  work  in  dieir  rating,  as  compared  to  30%  of  the  women  sent 
to  NAS/NAB.  Two  of  the  nine  women  who  were  not  woridng  in  tht^  rating  aboard  ship  found  work 
within  thdr  rating  at  the  shore  command. 


ThbleS 


Petty  Olloeri  Working  to  Rntirrg  at  Shore  Commanti:  Survey  of  Pregnant  Women 


Vviable 

taceniage  of  Yes  Respomes 

Were  you  working  in  your  rating  Sbond  sUp?  62) 

85 

Are  yon  currendy  woridng  in  your  radiig?  (ffm  S3) 

SI 

Shore4oiensive  rating 

73 

Sea-imendve  rating 

45 

SIMA 

55 

NAVSTA 

57 

NAS/NAB 

30 

Bon-  SMA  ■  Stare  lofennadUle  KUonniiM  Activity.  NAVSTA  >  Naval  Station,  NASMA8  >  Navd  Air  Statioo/Navti 


AnpitiMmi  Bare. 


Differenoes  were  found  among  conunands  of  the  same  type  in  the  pneentages  of  women  who 
worked  within  thdr  ratings.  Among  the  SIMAs,  for  exampl^  the  percentages  ranged  fttm  75%  of 
petty  oOieen  wmking  in  dtdr  rating  (9  out  d*  12  wonren)  to  17%  0  out  of  6  women). 
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Nineieea  women  provided  leaaoitt  for  not  wofking  ill  their  niinf  on  slio(«.  The  moil  fieqiK^ 
died  leMOQ  wu  that  no  billet  was  available  (47%).  Their  response  unifies  that,  had  a  billm  been 
open,  these  women  also  would  hmre  been  wQckinf  in  their  ratii^  The  second  most  cited  reason  was 
Ite  te  tming  required  woifcinf  with  hasaids  (37%). 

FU^  percent  of  the  petty  ofDcen  reported  that  the  command  would  have  to  find  someone  else 
to  perform  their  job  if  they  were  not  there.  Women  in  sea-intensive  ratings  were  more  likely  to  agree 
wi^  this  item  than  wme  women  in  shore-iniensive  ratings  (52%  versus  42%).  In  addition,  women 
assigned  to  NAVSTAs  were  more  likdy  to  agree  (73%)  th^  were  women  in  NAS/NAB  (56%)  or 
those  asstfud  to  SIMAs  (41%). 

E-1  through  E«3.  Only  7  of  the  33  designated  strikers  who  answered  these  questions  (21%) 
were  workinf  in  their  rating  at  die  time  of  the  survey.  Of  those  who  gave  reasora  for  not  workiog  in 
their  rating.  50%  listed  hazards  and  33%  listed  command  policy. 

Among  the  nondesignated  women.  36%  had  been  performing  ship  maintenance  and  14%  had 
aihainisirative  tasks  on  their  ship.  When  transferred  to  shore,  the  largest  percentage  of  women 
(62%)  reported  that  they  were  performing  adrainistiative  duties. 

Over  half  (55%)  the  E-3  and  below  wmnen  reported  that  the  command  would  m^ed  to  find 
another  person  to  do  their  job  if  they  were  not  there.  Nonrated  women  (62%)  and  designated  strikers 
in  sea-intensive  ratings  (56%)  were  more  likely  to  endorse  this  item  than  were  designated  strikers 
in  shore-intensive  ratings  (25%).  Exactly  half  the  women  at  SIMAs  and  NAVSTAs  agreed  with  the 
item,  while  73%  of  women  at  NASfNAB  agreed. 


At  the  time  of  the  survey,  about  half  the  pregnant  women  were  assigned  to  a  vrork  center  that 
allowed  them  to  perform  appropriate  tasks  for  their  rating.  Not  surprisingly,  these  women  were  more 
likely  to  be  in  shore-intensive  ratings  than  in  sea-intensive  ratings.  NAS^AB.  who  received  the 
larg^  percentage  of  nonrated  women,  experienced  the  most  difficulty  assigning  them  to 
appropritte  tasks.  However,  it  appeared  that  mos  pregnant  women  were  not  simply  doing  “busy- 
work”;  supervison  felt  that  whatever  the  job  performed,  pregnant  women  were  u^ul  to  the  woA 
center. 

/ 

What  Happens  After  ConvalcsoeitC  Leave? 

According  to  Navy  policy,  women  ttansfoied  off  ships  due  to  pregnancy  are  to  be  reassigned 
to  sea  duty  4  months  aft^  giving  birth.  A  common  belief  is  that  such  women  do  not  finish  their  sea 
tours  and.  therefore,  pregnancy  becomes  a  way  to  avoid  sea  duty. 

Supervisor  Interviews 

Supervisors  were  asked  a  series  of  questions  to  investigate  the  utilization  of  women  in  their  work 
oenien  after  convalescent  leave  and  to  determine  where  these  wrmien  were  assigned  4  months  after 
giving  birth  (when  they  should  return  to  sea  duty).  Eighty-thice  percent  of  the  personnel  interviewed 
had  supervised  at  leak  one  woman  transferred  oft  a  ship  who  had  given  birth  during  the  prior 
12  months.  The  mean  number  of  such  women  per  supervisor  was  af^roximately  four.  Almost  all 
these  supervison  (91%)  reported  that  the  pregnant  women  in  their  division  woiked  until  2  weeks 
before  ddivery. 
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After  OQomileaGeat  ktwe,  woaai  teaentty  retttraed  to  iheir  woikcenier.  eccoiding  to  most  of 
the  supervisor*  (91%).  Over  hdf  ite  sapervieon  (S7%)  repotted  that  the  womea  contiiuMMl  10  do  the 
types  of  worit  they  hod  beeo  petfocning  before  they  gave  birth.  The  rest  of  the  womea  were  pvea 
taiks  that  wese  BMne  appropriate  for  their  ratiag.  but  oaes  from  which  they  previously  had  beea 
baned  becaase  of  dwir  pregaaaqr.  Not  surprisingly,  womea  asrigoed  10  SIMAs  were  oMie  likely  to 
be  given  tfiffeieat  tasks  aftre  coavalesoeat  leave  (53%)  than  were  women  assigned  to  NAVSTAs 
(31%)  or  to  NAS/NAB  (ll%)k  Even  among  the  SIMAs.  however,  there  were  differences  in  whether 
assigaareais  were  changed;  these  pereeatagesnaged  from  1(X)%  of  the  wonren  at  one  SIMA  having 
reassigned  tasks  to  20%  receiving  different  tasks  at  another  SIM  O 

N^  asodterhood  did  not  seem  to  result  in  an  excess  of  time  lost  firom  the  job.  Only  13%  of 
supervisors  said  that  the  women  lost  more  time  than  others  in  the  work  center  when  they  returned 
framoonvaksoent  leave. 

Finally,  supervisors  were  asked  what  happened  to  these  womea  after  they  left  the  shore 
oommand.  On  an  average,  supervisors  estimattxl  that  48%  of  the  women  reoimed  to  sea  ditty, 
28%  stayed  at  the  shore  command,  8%  tiansfeired  to  another  shore  command,  and  16%  separated 
from  the  Navy. 

Survey  of  Prcgruml  Women 

The  survey  of  pregnant  women  included  questions  about  their  desires,  plans,  and  expectatioru 
after  childbiith.  Table  9  presents  this  infotmation. 

Table  9 

Career  Plans:  Survey  of  Pregnant  Women 


Percentage  of  ReqxHiaes 
IM  E4'ItaougiE«  E-lTioi^&S 


Old  yw  request  aeparatkm  due  to  pregnancy? 
No,  and  do  not  plan  to 
No,  but  plan  tu 
Yes,  b«tt  request  denied 
Yes,  but  have  not  been  nodfled 
Yes,  and  will  separate 
Peroeat  who  plan  to  reenlist 
Petoesl  who  expect  to  return  to  sea  duty 
Pocent  who  want  to  leturo  to  sea  duty 

Pocent  who  would  like  to  remain  at  cuneot  shore 
command 

Peroeitt  whose  ngKrvisor  would  like  to  keq>  them 


89 

92 

86 

5 

2 

9 

1 

1 

1 

2 

4 

4 

4 

41 

57 

41 

53 

57 

49 

49 

52 

45 

SO 

45 

53 

89 

87 

91 

^Because  (his  portion  of  the  imoview  did  not  request  mfotmation  about  imfivioual  women,  an  analysis  by  laiing- 
type  was  not  possible. 


13 


Few  of  the  women  surveyed  reported  that  they  had  sought  or  intended  to  seek  a  discharge  due 
to  pregnancy.  Nonrated  women  (96%)  and  women  in  sea-intensive  ratings  (91%)  were  more  likely 
to  express  a  destie  to  remain  in  the  Navy  than  were  women  in  shore-intensive  ratings  (73%).  More 
than  half  the  petty  officers  planned  to  reenlist:  about  40%  of  women  in  the  lower  paygrades  reported 
that  they  would  continue  their  Navy  career  beyond  the  current  enlistment 

About  half  the  women  expected  to  return  to  sea  duty  4  months  after  the  birth  of  their  child  in 
aocordanoe  with  Navy  policy.  This  expectation  was  mote  common  among  wotiren  in  sea-intensive 
ratings  (65%)  than  among  nonrated  women  (44%)  and  women  in  shore-intensive  ratings  (33%).  The 
two  reasons  most  often  cited  by  women  for  not  returning  to  sea  duty  were  that  ihtir  spouse  was 
cutrendy  on  sea  duty*  (40%)  or  that  not  enough  time  remained  in  their  sea  duty  tour  to  warrant  a 
PCS  transfer’ (38%). 

Almost  half  the  women  reported  that  they  wanted  to  return  to  sea  duty.  Not  surprisingly,  a  larger 
proportion  of  women  in  sea-inlensive  ratings  (56%)  wanted  to  return  to  sea  than  did  nonrated 
women  (42%)  or  women  in  shore-intensive  ratings  (25%).  The  reason  cited  most  often  for  wanting 
to  return  toa  ship  was  an  enjoyment  oi sea  duty  (60%X  Another  18%  hoped  to  return  to  fuiish  their 
sea  duty  tour.  Of  the  women  who  did  not  want  to  return  to  sea  duty,  the  most  commonly  cited  reason 
was  that  they  wanted  time  for  their  family  (54%).  Dislike  of  shipboard  life  was  mentioned  by  only 
18%  of  this  subgrotq). 

About  half  the  women  expressed  intere^  in  remaining  at  their  current  shore  command 
performing  the  same  tasks.  This  interest  varied  widely  by  cotiunand,  with  percentages  ranging  from 
87%  to  18%.  The  reason  the  women  cited  most  often  for  wanting  to  leave  the  shore  command  was 
because  diey  were  not  able  to  woric  in  their  rating  (47%).  Another  27%  rqwrted  that  they  were  bored 
with  the  work  they  were  doing.  A  large  majority  of  the  women  felt  that  their  supervisor  would  like 
them  to  stay  in  the  work  center. 


After  convalescent  leave,  women  generally  returned  to  the  work  eerier  to  which  they  had  been 
assigned  while  pregnant  Most  of  these  women  continued  to  perform  the  same  tasks  after  giving 
birth  that  they  had  performed  before  the  birth.  For  women  in  shore-intensive  ratings,  particularly  in 
support  positioos,  pregnancy  had  little  effect  rm  what  they  did.  only  on  where  they  did  it  Women  in 
sea-intensive  tarings  were  more  likely  to  be  given  different  tasks  affer  convalescent  leave  if  they 
were  assigned  to  SIMAs  than  if  at  NAVSTAs  or  NAS/NAB.  Commands  differed  with  regard  to 
assignmem  to  tating-qtptoptiate  work  for  the  approximately  10  weeks  between  a  woman's  return 
from  convalescent  leave  and  the  end  of  her  sea  tour  deferment 

According  to  the  supervisors  interviewed,  about  half  the  women  in  their  work  center  returned  to 
sea  duty  4  months  after  giving  birth.  In  addition,  about  half  the  pregnant  women  surveyed  expected 
to  return  to  sea  duty  after  their  shore  time  was  up.  Most  of  the  women  who  did  not  expect  to  return 
eiriier  had  too  little  sea  rime  left  or  had  a  spouse  on  sea  duty. 


*The  Navy  will  not  assign  two  memben  of  a  dual  military  couple  to  simnltaieous  sea  tours  unless  tbe  service 
mentoeia  volupieer  for  such  duty. 

'Hie  Navy  does  not  usually  reoira  women  to  ships  foUowiog  childbirth  if  they  have  less  than  6  mouths  to  serve 
in  dieir  ptoscrflied  lour. 
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AtlllHdM  «fS^pcrvlion  aad  Other  CoranuMd  Pcnoaad 

biefviews  with  comiamd  persoRnel.  includiaf  aevenl  coninandinf  officefs.  executive 
oOioen.  penonnel  responsible  for  assigning  pregnant  women  to  wmh  cenien,  and  the  supervisors 
of  pregnant  women,  provided  insight  into  the  utitudes  these  personnel  held  toward  pregnant  women 
transferred  off  ships.  As  might  he  expected,  these  attitudes  varied  from  command  to  command  and 
among  supervisun  in  the  same  comniand.  At  some  sites,  a  general  “command  philosophy**  could  be 
diseemed.  This  philosophy  sometimes  appeared  to  be  related  to  the  amoimt  of  notice  the  command 
received  before  women  were  transferred  to  than.  If  commands  knew  several  weeks  ahead  of  time 
to  expect  pregnant  womoi  bora  ships,  they  were  betrer  able  re  make  preparations  and  ftnd 
appn^Niatew^ 

Personnel  U  some  commands  endorsed  the  assignment  of  ptegitant  women  there.  One  person 
leqrensible  for  assignments  told  the  researcher  dtat  he  would  like  10  pregnant  women  re  walk  in 
beoMise  he  could  find  work  for  them.  At  commands  that  were  shoit'handed  because  of  lack  of 
civilian  personnel,  pregnant  women  were  used  to  fill  gaps  and  increase  efficiency.  Some  positive 
comments  from  supervisors  included  statements  about  b^g  happy  with  pregnant  women,  that  the 
presence  of  pregnant  women  was  helpful,  that  many  pregnant  women  have  good  attinides.  and  that 
pregnant  women  are  being  utilized  properly. 

At  otha  commands,  pregnant  women  were  seen  as  a  burden.  According  re  somr  personnel, 
pregnant  women  wt  <  difficult  re  assign  because  of  limitations  on  the  types  of  jobs  tlu'  uiey  could 
perform.  Ambiguities  about  what  pregnant  women  should  be  allowed  re  do  led  to  the  desire  for  more 
infumadon.  Sereral  people  erquessed  fears  ot  litigation  if  pregnant  women  were  given  tasks  that 
might  endanga  their  (ai^  their  baby's)  health.  Others  felt  that  pregnant  women  should  not  be 
assigned  to  industrial  environments  such  as  SIMAs.  The  perception  that  women  become  pregnant 
re  ga  off  ships  was  common,  and  this  practice  was  believed  to  cause  resentment,  particularly  among 
male  cowotkecs. 

One  interesting  finding  involved  a  misconception  on  the  researcher’s  part  about  what  the  term 
“pregnant  woman**  meant  to  the  command.  POCs  wre  asked  for  counts  of  the  number  of  women 
were  currently  pregnant  at  the  command.  By  this,  the  researcher  meant  the  numba  of  women 
who  were  still  carrying  their  child  and  who  were  still  at  work.  This  count  was  needed  re  determine 
the  number  of  surveys  re  provide.  At  some  commands,  the  number  of  pregnant  women  was  60  or 
more.  Hie  researcher  was  often  assured  diat  the  count  accurately  reflected  the  numba  of  women  in 
maternity  uniforms  walking  around  the  command.  Ya  when  the  surveys  were  administered,  the 
largest  numba  of  pregnant  women  re  complete  surveys  at  any  command  was  30.  When  the 
researeba  brou^t  this  re  the  attention  of  POCs,  they  at  first  believed  that  the  women  were  not 
following  orders  about  completing  the  surveys.  Howeva,  the  numba  of  women  completing  surveys 
often  matched  the  numba  present  in  work  centers,  according  to  supervisor  interviews.  The  POC 
would  then  look  at  lists  of  the  women  who  were  coded  in  their  computa  system  as  pregnant  Afta 
crossing  off  the  women  who  were  on  convalescent  leave  and  those  who  had  returned  from 
convalocent  leave,  the  remaining  couitt  generally  matched  the  numba  of  surveys  that  had  been 
completed.  Women  who  were  transferred  to  a  command  because  of  pregnancy  were  “pregnancy 
coded”  until  they  left.  It  became  clear  to  the  researcha  that  at  some  commands,  even  women  who 
had  already  delivered  their  babies  were  still  thought  of  as  literally  “pregnant”  These  women  were 
sometimes  subject  to  the  same  limitations  that  pregnant  women  experioiced.  The  surprise  expressed 
by  sane  POCs  at  the  low  numba  of  pregnant  women  completing  the  survey  indicat^  that  they  had 
not  realized,  until  that  point  the  effect  of  the  “pregnancy  code.” 
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DeipilB  some  negaiive  fedinp  atout  ptcgiuM  women  in  feneraL  sup^ion  weie  quite 
posttiuB  about  the  piegfiart  wonun  in  their  work  cenien.  Over  43%  of  the  womoi  woe  rated  as 
peffomiuif  better  than  moat  of  the  men  and  other  vromen  in  the  work  center  (over  9 1  %  wen;  rated 
M  better  or  the  same),  and  48%  had  a  better  attitude  dun  most  (92%  were  raic^  better  or  the  same). 
For  81%  of  the  women,  supervisors  expressed  a  wish  to  keep  them  after  chtldbinh.  if  they  could. 
Gearfy.  front  the  supervisors*  points  of  view,  most  of  the  pregnant  women  assigned  to  them  were 
making  a  positive  contribittion  to  the  work  ceuter. 

The  survey  of  pregnant  women  included  questions  about  how  the  women  were  treated  by  their 
wipcrviaorandcoworkeis.Superviaon  were  petceived  aa  either  positive  (61%)  or  neutral  (30%)  in 
th^  twatmcnr.  ody  8%  of  die  women  repo^  negative  supervisor  acatment  Female  coworkers 
were  seen  aa  more  posidve  (73%)  than  were  supervisors;  18%  were  seen  as  neutral  and  8%  were 
‘*mixedr  (some  positive  and  some  negative).  ooworkera  were  less  poaiiive  (39%)  and  mme 
neutral  (26%)  dun  female  coworkers:  13%  of  the  women  reported  duttlieir  male  coworkers  were 
**mttedr  in  their  treatment  Only  a  small  peroenuge  of  the  women  reponed  negative  treatment  from 
their  fiemale  coworkers  (2%)  or  male  coworkers  (2%). 

Comments  from  the  prepant  women  sug^sied  that  while  their  immediaie  siqtervisore  and 
coworiters  treated  them  fairly,  they  had  experienced  negative  attitudes  from  other  Navy  personneL 
About  one  quarter  of  the  toed  sample  of  women  wrote  comments  referring  to  such  attitudes.  For 
example,  one  woman  did  not  believe  the  survey  would  change  the  common  belief  that  women 
becoiM  pregnant  to  avoid  sec  duty.  A  second  did  not  think  the  survey  would  affect  the  attitude  that 
pregnsat  woeaen  were  useless.  Another  wrote  that  the  survey  was  a  good  way  to  inform  the  Navy 
that  all  women  did  not  get  pregnant  to  avoid  work.  One  said  that  some  commands  are  su(q)Oftive, 
while  others  are  not;  she  omsidered  leaving  the  Navy  because  of  negative  treatment  at  a  command. 


At  the  work  center  level,  stqiervison  seemed  to  appreciate  the  pregnant  women  they  had 
assigned  to  thena.  Few  women  reported  negative  treatment  fitom  their  supervisors  or  coworkers. 

Interviews  of  personnel  higher  in  the  chain  of  command  indicated  that  attitudes  toward  pregnant 
women  who  transferred  off  ships  varied  greatly,  and  these  atthudes  seemed  to  become  integrated 
into  a  *^ooinmand  philosophy”.  At  some  commands,  the  extra  sailors  were  welcomed,  and  personnel 
willingly  put  up  with  the  inconveniences  of  working  around  pregnancy  limitations.  Other  activities 
saw  pregtiam  women  as  a  burden,  whose  limitations  forced  command  personnel  to  find  them ’iHisy* 
work.**  Such  attitudes  cut  across  the  different  command  types. 

The  fact  that  women  are  coded  as  **pregnamf*  until  they  leave  the  shore  commands  4  months 
after  childbittii  creates  a  situation  in  which  the  number  of  pregnam  women  at  a  command  at  any 
given  time  is  greatly  overestimated.  This  perception  may  have  led  to  continuing  restrretions  on 
women  who  could  be  performing  tasks  within  th^  ratings  after  convalescent  leave. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

As  mentioned  in  the  introduction  to  this  report,  concern  exists  that  sailors  who  are  transferred 
off  ships  due  to  pregnancy  are  of  limited  use  to  the  shore  commands  where  they  serve  during  1/2  of 
die  jnenatal  petfod  and  the  4  months  following  chQdbtrth.  These  women  cannot  remain  in  ships 
because  of  potential  hazards,  yet  when  they  are  transferred  to  shore  commands,  hazards  may  again 
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prevent  them  from  petfonnini  usks  appropriate  to  their  rating.  Therefore,  pregnant  women  may  be 
assigned  to  work  centers  that  cannot  utiliae  them. 

Despite  such  concents,  this  study  found  that  women  transfened  from  ships  due  to  pregnancy  are. 
in  general,  well  utilized  at  the  shore  commands  to  which  they  are  assigned.  Personnel  respon.Mblc 
for  assigning  these  women  to  depaitroents  and  divi^ons  are  attempting  to  assign  by  rating  whenever 
possible  and  succeed  in  about  half  the  cases.  Supetvison  reported  that  even  when  women  were  not 
petforming  tasks  appropriate  to  their  rating,  their  jobs  were  either  necessary  to  the  work  center  or 
were  usefuL  Rarely  did  supervison  believe  that  the  tasks  they  gave  these  vromen  were  "make- 
work.” 

The  pregnam  women  dltcttaacd  by  supervisors  were  judged  as  equal  or  better  in  performance 
when  compared  to  the  men  and  other  women  in  the  work  center.  80%  of  the  women  made 
enough  of  a  contribution  that  their  supervison  would  keep  them  in  the  work  center  if  possible.  The 
pregnant  women  in  the  survey  sample  reported  little  negative  treatment  from  their  supervison  or 
coworkers.  Most  personnel  in  their  work  centen  were  perceived  as  either  positive  or  neutral  in  their 
attitudes  toward  pregnant  women  transferred  off  ships.  The  dau  indicated,  therefore,  that  these 
pregnant  women  were  not  disrupting  work  centers,  and  were  probably  contributing  to  the  mission 
of  the  commands  to  which  they  were  transferred. 

Certain  conditions  increased  the  likelihood  that  pregnant  women  were  utilized  appropriately  in 
the  work  center.  Wmnen  in  shore-intensive  ratings  were  more  likely  to  perform  apprt>priate  radtt  in 
their  job  specialty  than  were  women  in  sea-iruensive  ratings.  This  is  not  surprising  for  two  reasons. 
First,  shore  stations  as  a  group  are  more  likely  to  have  billets  for  personnel  in  shore-intensive  than 
in  sea-intensive  ratings.  Second,  many  of  the  shop  uisks  typically  performed  by  sailors  in  sea¬ 
intensive  ratings  ate  too  hazardous  for  pregnant  women.  Women  in  sea-intensive  ratings  were  best 
utilized  at  SIMAs;  large  repair  departtnents  provided  greater  numbers  of  appropriate  billets  than 
could  NAVSTAs  or  NAS/NAB. 

A  substantial  proportion  of  the  pregnant  women  considered  in  this  study  were  E-3  and  below. 
Nonrated  personnel  were  sometimes  dilTicult  to  place,  eqrecially  if  they  did  not  have  clerical  skills. 

In  addition  to  the  dau  gathered  on  the  utilization  of  pregnant  women  at  shore  commands,  the 
^  survey  provided  information  on  the  women’s  career  plank  The  majority  of  women  did  not  seek  or 
plan  to  request  separation  from  the  Navy  due  to  pregnancy.  Over  half  the  petty  officers  in  the  sample 
reported  dial  they  plaiuied  to  reenlist,  as  did  about  40%  of  the  women  who  were  E-3  and  below. 

half  the  women  expected  to  return  to  sea  duty  4  months  after  the  birth  of  their  child,  which  is 
in  accordance  with  Navy  policy.  Supervisors  also  thought  that  about  half  the  women  transferred  to 
their  work  center  because  of  pregnancy  did  go  back  to  a  ship. 

About  half  the  women  reported  that  they  wanted  to  return  to  sea;  many  reported  that  they 
enjoyed  sea  duty.  Not  surprisingly,  women  in  sea-intensive  ratings  were  more  likely  to  want  to 
return  to  a  ship  than  did  the  other  women  surveyed. 

The  cotnnuuids  studied  in  this  project  made  concerted  efforts  to  assign  the  pregnant  women  to 
tasks  that  either  were  appropriate  for  their  job  specialty  or  that  would  fill  a  command  need.  At 
several  conunands,  the  presence  of  pregnant  women  (and  limited  duty  personnel  in  general)  was 
particularly  important  b«;ause  of  gaps  left  by  civilian  hiring  freezes. 
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Sa«ral  stepscm  be  taken  to  further  ensure  the  appropriate  utilizaikm  of  pregnant  women. 

1.  Women  in  sea-intensive  ratings  should  be  assigned  to  SlMAs,  if  po«sibie. 

2.  Occupational  iiealth  specialists  should  evaluate  jobs  at  SlMAs  to  decide  which  are 
appropriate  fnr  pregnant  women.  Doing  so  probably  would  re:ailt  in  decisions  allowing  more  women 
to  woA  in  their  ratings  while  pregnant  than  is  cunently  the  case. 

3.  When  possible,  women  who  have  letumed  from  convalescent  leave  should  be  placed  in 
nting-appiopfiaie  jobs.  Although  these  women  ituy  only  be  available  to  work  in  their  rating  for  a 
short  time,  it  gives  them  the  opportunity  to  practice  thdr  skills  in  preparation  for  retiming  their  jobs 
aboard  sh^  It  also  provides  tte  command  with  additional  personnel  to  do  the  work  necessary  to 
accomplish  iu  mission. 
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Appendix  A 
Supervisor  Interview 


A-O 


Command 


Date 


Dapanmcni/Dlviikio  Se* 

Payf rade/Rank _  nme  in  Navy _  Time  at  Command 


i-  -  -  Total  number  of  people  you  diitctly  supervise 
Number  of  women 
__  Number  of  piegnaiu  women 

How  many  of  these  ptcgnaitf  women  were  transferred  off  ships  because  of  pregnancy? 

2,  How  does  the  command  deietmitie  where  pregnant  women  will  be  assigned  when  they  ate  transferred 
off  ships?  (Make  sure  to  get  answen  to  all  three  subsequent  questions  below.) 


a.  Ate  the  women  assigned  by  rating/NEC? 
Yes.  if  possible 

(Comments) __________ 

_ No 

How  arc  they  assigtted? 


b.  How  ate  nonrated  women  assigned? 


c.  What  happens  if  pregnant  women  can't  work  in  their  rating  because  of  hazards? 


3.  What  percent  of  *c  tasks  in  your  division/worfc  center  can  be  fully  performed  by  a  pregnant  woman: 
when  she  first  arrives? 

___  during  the  last  trimester  of  ptegnatKy? 


4.  The  next  set  of  qur*iions  refers  specifically  to  the  pregnant  women  curretuly  in  your  department.  For 
each  of  these  women,  please  tell  me  her  rating,  whether  she  is  wotidng  in  the  appropriate 
department/division  for  her  rating,  whether  she  is  performing  appropriate  tasks,  and  whctlier  she  is 
performing  a  necessary  or  useful  job.  (Use  additional  sheet  if  more  than  two  women.) 
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•I  ftgrirada/IUllai 

How  kM^  hat  she  been  woiking  for  you?  atomhs 

How  far  along  it  she  in  her  pregnancy?  ___  momha 
What  Job  <Ud  she  do  aboard  ship? 


Is  she  wofUng  in  the  appropriate  departmeni/division?  Yet  ___  No 

It  she  perfonnins  appr^ate  tasks  for  her  rating?  ___  Yes  ___  No 

It  she  peifonning  a  Job  that  somebody  would  have  to  fill  if  she  were  not  there? 

_  Yes  _  No 

(IP  NO)  Is  shn  peifonning  a  useAd  Job?  ____  Yes  No 

la  she  filling  a  vacant  billet,  or  is  she  an  extra  penon  in  your  depanmentAliviaion? 

__  Filling  vacant  billet 
Extra  penon 


How  would  you  compare  her  peifonnanoefattitude  to  other  women  and  men  in  your  divisionAvofk 
centra? 


Better  than  most 
Same 

Worse  than  r.ost 


Better  than  most 
Same 

Worse  than  most 


Would  you  keep  her  if  you  could? 


Yes  _  No 


#2  Paygrade/Rating 


How  long  has  she  been  working  for  you?  ___  months 
How  far  along  is  she  in  her  pregnancy?  months 

What  Job  did  she  do  aboard  ship? 

No 
No 

No 
No 

Is  she  filling  a  vacant  billet,  or  is  she  an  extra  person  in  your  depaitment/division? 

Hlling  vacant  billet 
Extra  person 


Is  she  working  in  the  appropriate  departmerWdivision?  Yes 

Is  she  performing  appr^ate  tasks  for  her  rating?  __  Yes 

Is  she  performing  a  job  that  somebody  would  have  to  fill  if  she  were  not  there?* 

_  Yes  , 

(BF  NO)  Is  die  performing  a  useflil  job?  Yes 


How  would  you  compare  her  performance/attitude  to  other  women  and  men  in  your  divisionAvoilc 
centra? 


Better  than  most 
Same 

Worse  than  most 


Better  than  most 
Same 

Worse  than  most 


Would  you  keep  her  if  you  could? 


Yes  _ No 
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S.  What  facton  do  you  lake  into  conskkmioa  when  you  aaiisn  a  piegnvtt  woman  to  a  specific  task  in 
your  vision?  (Check  all  that  apply  and  note  kind  of  chemica^ysical  hazanls) 

____  Chemical  hazards 
Physical  hazanls 
___  Her  physical  limitadona 
___  Her  abilities 

__  Whether  she  will  be  woiking  alone  or  in  a  group 

_ Other  _ 


6.  Were  you  given  information  about  hazards  for  pregnant  women  in  the  workplaoe? 
_ No  _  Yes 

(IF  YES)  Where  did  you  get  this  infonnation? 

Safety  officer 
Medical  officer/clinic 

_ Other _ 


7.  All  pregnant  women  have  to  see  the  doctor  for  monthly  check-ups.  Disregarding  prenatal  visits, 
how  do  the  pregnant  women  in  your  wotk  center  compare  to  other  women  and  men  in  tenns  of  the 
amount  of  they  time  lose  from  their  job?  Do  they  lose: 

More  time  than  otheis 
___  Same  amount  of  time  as  oiheis 
_ Less  time  than  othera 


8.  Are  there  any  particular  problems  associated  with  pregnant  women  woiking  in  your  division? 

_ No 

_ Yes 

What  kinds  of  problems? 


9.  During  the  past  12  months,  has  any  pregnant  woman  who  was  transferred  to  your  division/work 
center  ftom  a  ship  had  a  baby? 

_ No  (Go  to  item  14) 

Yes  How  many  women?  ______ 


10.  In  your  experience,  have  the  pregnant  women  in  your  division  been  able  to  work  until  the  two  weeks 
before  delivery? 

____  No  How  tong  can  they  work?  weeks  before  delivery 

_ Yes 
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11.  When  they  retumed  after  chUdbinh.  did  the  women  come  back  u  the  woik  center? 


_ No 

Where  were  they  reassigned? 

(Ge  IS  tttm  14) 

_ Yes 

Did  their  tasks  change? 

(Co  tf  teat  12) 

12.  Compared  lo  the  abaentedan  of  other  wmnrn  and  men  in  your  divisionAvoik  center,  how  much 
abrnmeeiam  did  the  women  tnnsfened  from  ships  experience  after  they  delivered  their  child? 
Mote  than  others 
Same  as  oihen 
_____  Leas  than  others 

How  mudi  of  the  absenteeism  was  child-related? 

_____  More  than  half 
___  Abotrihalf 
_ Lem  than  half 


13.  What  happened  to  these  women  at  four  months  after  delivery?  (approximated  or  N  for  each  option) 

_ Went  back  to  sea 

____  Sayed  at  this  command 

_____  Got  transferred  to  another  shore  command 

_____  Separated  fiom  the  Navy 

_ Other _ 


14.  What  issues  need  to  be  dealt  with  in  order  to  best  otili»  pregnant  women  transferred  off  ships? 


Pijrfrada/lattag 


How  long  has  she  been  woifcing  for  you?  months 

How  for  aloag  is  she  in  her  pregnancy?  months 

What  fob  did  she  do  aboatd  shio? 


Is  she  woifcing  in  the  appropriate  depaitmem/division?  __  Yes  ___  No 

Is  she  perfoiming  appr^ate  tasfcs  for  her  fating?  __  Yes  No 

Is  she  perfoimiiv  a  job  that  somebody  would  have  lo  fill  if  she  were  not  there? 

_  Yes  _  No 

(DP  NO)  Is  she  perfonning  a  uaefol  job?  ___  Yes  No 

b  she  fining  a  vacant  bilkt  or  is  she  an  extra  person  in  your  depaitment/division? 

__  FiUing  vacant  bOlet 
___  Extra  person 

How  would  you  compare  her  performance/attitude  to  other  women  and  men  in  your  division/woifc 
ceoiet? 

___  Better  dun  most  ___  Better  than  most 

___  Same  __  Same 

_ Worse  than  most  _ Worse  than  most 


Would  you  keep  her  if  you  could? 


Yes 


No 


Paygrade/Ratlng 


How  long  hM  she  been  woifcing  for  you?  .  months 
How  far  along  b  she  in  her  pregnancy?  months 

What  job  did  she  do  aboard  ship? 


b  she  working  in  the  apprcprbie  depattment/divisioa?  _  Yes  .  _  No 

b  she  performing  appropriate  tasks  for  her  rating?  Yes  No 

b  she  performing  a  job  that  somebody  would  have  to  fill  if  she  were  not  there? 

_  Yes  _  No 

(IF  NO)  b  she  peifoiming  a  usefiil  job?  ___  Yes  _____  No 

Is  she  filling  a  vacant  biUet,  or  is  she  an  extra  person  in  your  department/division? 

____  Filling  vacant  billet 
____  Extra  person 

How  would  you  compare  her  performance/attitude  to  other  women  and  men  in  your  division/woifc 
center? 

_____  Better  than  most  ____  Better  than  most 

_____  Same  _____  Same 

_ Worse  than  most  _ Worse  than  most 


Would  you  keep  her  if  you  could? 


Yes 


No 
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Appendix  B 

Survey  of  Pregnant  Women 
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UTILIZATION  OF  ENUSTEO  WOMEN 


Navy  poHcy  requires  that  women  who  become  pregnant  when  assigned  to  a  ship  must  be 
transferred  from  the  ship  by  20  weeks  of  pregnancy,  at  the  iatest.  Little  is  known  about  how 
pregnant  women  are  utWzed  at  the  shore  stations  to  which  they  are  transferred.  The  Department 
of  Navy  has  requested  that  infonnation  be  gathered  about  the  kinds  of  jobs  perfomred  by  women 
who  are  transferred  from  ships  because  of  pregnancy.  Your  command  was  chosen  to  partic^te 
in  this  study  because  pregnant  women  are  often  reassigned  here.  AH  women  at  this  command 
who  were  transferred  from  a  ship  because  of  pregnancy  and  who  are  currently  pregnant  are  being 
asked  to  M  out  tNs  sunrey.  In  addition,  supervisors  of  pregnant  women  will  be  interviewed  to 
determine  how  ttiey  assign  people  to  various  jobs. 

This  is  an  anortymous  survey  because  some  of  the  questions  are  personal.  Your  name  is  not 
requested  fcr  this  reason.  Try  to  answer  all  questions.  If  you  are  uncomfortable  with  a  question, 
please  leave  it  bis  nk. 

When  you  have  completed  this  sunrey,  please  seal  it  in  the  attached  envelope  and  return  it  to  the 
person  in  charge  of  the  sunrey  cSstrfeution.  Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 


Privacy  Act  Statement 

Your  participation  in  this  sunrey  effort  is  voluntary.  Failure  to  respond  to  any  question  win  not 
result  in  any  action  taken  against  you.  but  may  affect  the  conclusions  drawn  from  the  survey. 
Authority  to  request  this  information  is  granted  by  the  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  under  Repoit 
Control  Symbol  5312-6  which  expires  on  19  July  1993.  The  Department  of  the  Navy  is  granted 
the  authority  to  conduct  personnel  surveys  in  5  United  States  Code  301 . 


Instructlone 

Carefully  read  each  question  and  all  possible  answers  before  choosing  your  response.  Gve  your 
answer  by  either  fillirtg  in  the  infonnation  or  by  circling  the  number  in  front  of  your  choice.  You 
may  write  in  an  answer  if  you  feel  that  none  of  the  answers  is  right  for  you.  Please  be  honest 
in  your  answers.  The  only  people  who  win  see  how  you  answered  the  survey  are  the  researchers 
who  wiR  be  analyzing  the  resuits. 


ORCLE  OR  PILL  M  VOUR  Af^WER  TO  EA04  QUESRON 


COMMAND _  OEPARTMENT/OIVISIOH _ 

1.  Aq« _  Paygrad* _  Rating 

2.  How  long  hava  you  baan  In  tha  NavyT  _  _ 

years  months 

Whan  la  your  EAOS?  ___  _ 

years  morshs 

3.  Whai  dapartmam  and  division  wars  you  assigned  to  aboard  sMp? 

Department  .  Division  ___________ 


4.  £-4a  AMO  ABOVE 

Ware  you  working  In  your  rating  aboard  thlpT 
I1J  Yes 

[2]  No  What  |ob<s)  wars  you  doing  aboard  ship  bafora  you  baeama  proijnantT 


£•3$  AND  BELOW 

What  iob(s)  wera  you  doing  aboard  ship  bafora  you  bacama  pragnaniT 


5.  How  long  wara  you  assignad  to  tha  ship  bafora  you  bacama  pragnant? 
years  months 

I  was  pregnant  when  I  reported  to  the  sh^ 

Whan  you  wara  aboard  sMp,  what  was  your  PRO?  _  _ 

year  month 

«.  How  many  viaaka  Into  your  pregnancy  wara  you  whan  you  wara  trsnsfarred  from  your  ship? 
weeks 
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N  you  ttmoloriod  prior  to  20  wooks  prognoncy,  wtiy  wort  you  tfonaforrod  oorly? 

(1]  SNp  doptoymem 

t2]  CO  roauignod  pregnant  women  as  soon  as  possiM 
|3|  Medteal  problems 
(41  Other  reason 


7.  During  your  pregnancy,  were  you  at  any  tlma  transferred  to  the  shore  detashmeirt  of  the  ship? 

(1]  Yes,  I  was  transferred  to  the  ship's  shore  detachment. 

(2|  No.  I  received  PCS  orders  to  be  transferred  to  a  shore  command. 

(31  Not  appUcablr;  my  former  ship  does  not  have  a  shore  detachment. 


a.  After  you  found  out  you  were  pregnarrt,  but  before  you  were  transferred  off  the  ship,  ware  you 

working  with  or  regularly  exposed  to  any  chemicals  or  substances  that  might  be  hazardous 
to  your  unborn  child? 

(1]  Yes  (2]  No 

At  that  tkna,  dM  your  Job  Involve  any  physical  hazards,  such  as  lifting  heavy  boxes,  etc.? 
(1]  Yes  (2]  No 


9.  How  did  your  Immediate  supervisor  react  when  he  or  she  found  out  you  were  pregnant?  Was 
It: 

(1]  Positive 

(2]  Negative 

(Sj  Neutral  (not  positiw  or  negative) 

Your  supervisor  was: 

(1]  Male  (21  Female 


10.  In  general,  how  dkt  your  female  cowoikers  react  whan  they  found  out  you  were  pregnant? 
(11  Positive 
(21  N'tgailve 

(3]  Neutral  (not  positive  or  negative) 

[4]  Mixed  (some  positive,  sonw  negative) 

(51  No  female  oowoikers 

Please  tfve  an  example 


In  gerwral,  how  did  your  male  coworkers  react  when  they  found  out  you  were  pregnant? 
(11  Positive 

(2]  Negative 

(3]  Neutral  (not  positive  or  negative) 

(4]  Mixed  (some  positive,  some  negative) 

(SI  No  male  coworkers 


Please  give  an  example 


11.  &4»  AND  ABOve  (OMlgnalwf  striiMt,  go  to  Ham  12;  nonOoilgnUd  and  balow,  go  to 
Nanus) 

Art  you  eunantly  worldng  In  your  rating? 

(1]  Yaa  (Go  fo  Horn  14) 

(2|  No 

Why  ara  you  not  working  In  your  rating?  _________________________ 


What  iob(a)  ara  you  doing? 


12.  OeStGNArED  STRIKERS 

Art  you  eurrantly  working  In  your  daaignaiad  rating? 

(1]  Yes  (Go  to  Horn  U' 

{21  No 

Why  ara  you  not  working  In  your  daaignaiad  rating? 


What  lotKa)  ara  you  dolna? 


IS.  RONDESIGNATEO  E-30  AMO  BELOW 
What  |ob(s)  ara  you  eurrantly  doing? . 


14.  Would  tha  command  hava  to  find  anothar  parson  to  do  your  Job  If  you  ware  not  hara? 
II]  Yes  12]  No 


1 5.  In  your  prasant  Job,  ara  you  parforming  all  of  tha  aama  tasks  that  a  man  or  a  woman  who  was 
not  pregnant  would  ba  parforming? 

Ill  Yes 

;**}  No  What  tasks  ara  you  not  performing?  _______________________ 


16.  Ara  you  parforming  any  tasks  In  your  currant  Job  that  r  regnant  woman  should  not  do? 
Ill  No 

I2J  Yes  What  tasks? 
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17.  Mav«  you  oiportaficod  any  madlcai  probbuna  eonnactad  wtth  your  prognanqf  that  hava 
affadad  ttia  typaa  of  Joba  you  can  do? 

in  No 

[2]  Yaa  Whai  probiania? _ 


20.  Old  you  raquast  a  saparatlon  from  tha  Navy  aa  a  rasult  of  your  pragnaney? 

[1]  No.  and  I  do  not  plan  to 

[2]  No.  but  I  plan  to 

[3]  Yes.  but  the  request  was  denied 

[4]  Yes.  but  I  have  not  been  notified  yet 

[5]  Yes.  and  I  will  separate  in  the  future  (Go  to  item  28) 


21.  Do  you  plan  to  reenllst? 
Ill  Yes 
121  No 
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22.  Wtwn  you  Ml  tho  thlp,  how  much  tlmo  was  lomalning  In  your  aao  duty  tour? 


ycara  moniha 


23.  Oo  you  axpaci  to  raium  to  aaa  duty  to  compiata  your  aao  tour  In  aceordanea  with  Navy  policy 
(that  lo,  four  months  altar  your  child  la  t)om)7 
(11  Yaa 

(21  No  Why  not? _ 


24.  Oo  you  want  to  ratum  to  aaa  duty? 

PI  Yaa  Why? _ 

[21  No  Why  not? _ 


2S.  Would  you  Ilka  to  ramain  at  this  command  doing  what  you  ara  cunanily  doing,  attar  your  baby 
la  bom? 

[11  Yaa  Why? _ 

[21  No  Why  not? _ 


26.  I  you  think  your  suparvlaor  would  Ilka  to  kaap  you? 
I ..  Yea  Why? 

[21  No  Why  not? _ 


27.  Woidd  you  Ilka  to  ratum  to  tha  ship  you  wara  asaignad  to  whan  you  bacama  piagnant? 
(tl  Yea 

[21  No  Why  not? _ 


28.  Hava  you  mada  child  cars  plana? 

[11  No 

2]  Yea  Who  will  taka  cars  of  your  child? 


29.  DM  you  plan  this  pregnancy? 
[11  Yes  (Go  to  lum  31) 

(21  No 


30.  Ware  you  using  b  control  whan  you  bacama  pragnant? 
[11  No 

(21  Yes  What  metiiod  did  you  usa? 

Why  do  you  think  It  fallad  to  protect  you? 
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31.  PIMM  wrN*  below  any  eomnMfUt  you  wrtth  to  iMh«abeuini«tub|Mt«cov«f«d  in  Itw  survey 
or  about  ttw  aurvay  NMif. 


DUtribution  List 

Chief  of  Ntvil  IVnounel  (PERS-OOW) 

Qiicf.  Bureau  of  McUicinr  and  Surgery  (MED*!^S) 

AssiaUn*  Secretary  «)f  the  Navy  (OASN  IMARA|) 

Defense  Technical  Information  Center  (DT1C)  (4) 


